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INTRODUCTION 
 
Collection development, or how an organization evaluates and selects which 
resources to add to its stock, is a standard part of public library practice. Since every 
resource cannot be collected, selecting librarians must choose which resources to include 
in their library’s collection while balancing what is needed and what the community 
desires.  
One tool that these librarians use in order to select materials is the collection 
development policy. The policy often details the community that is being served, the 
library’s mission, the criteria and selection tools used to determine how to choose 
materials, who is responsible for selecting, how weeding or withdrawal occurs, among 
other aspects. While previous research has focused on the appropriateness of collections 
for communities based on the contents of the collection, the present study will focus on 
collection development policies to determine the current state of the policies. These 
policies are often discussed in library school courses as important pieces of 
documentation necessary for building collections, yet what do they look like in practice 
and is there a standard that every library follows? There is debate both in the research and 
professional sectors of librarianship about how important maintaining a current collection 
development policy is and what those policies should contain.  
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In North Carolina, public libraries are often organized and managed at the county 
level (see Appendix A for a county map of North Carolina). Some counties are extremely 
large, requiring branches to serve the various parts. In contrast, some counties are so 
small that they are actually part of a regional system that manages several counties. 
Additionally, there are libraries that are managed by municipalities. Each system is 
governed by a single collection development policy. The purpose of this study is to 
analyze collection development policies in public libraries in North Carolina in order to 
illuminate the status of these policies in the state.  
The research questions that will be addressed in the analysis are: 
1. What is the state of collection development policies in North Carolina?  
2. Do these policies contain elements consistent with what is recommended by 
the literature?  
3. Is there a standard that public libraries in North Carolina follow when 
constructing their collection development policies? What are the effects of 
publishing the document online?  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
While several studies have been conducted in the area of collection development, 
they often focus on how libraries are collecting a certain type of thing, such as in the case 
of Sloan (2012). He conducted a study in which he sought to examine regional 
differences in the collecting of “freethought books” (i.e. those related to atheism) in 
American public libraries. He found that a region of the country most hostile to atheist 
ideas according to the General Social Survey purchased many fewer atheist titles on 
bestseller lists than a region of the country least hostile to atheist ideas. He gives 
convincing evidence that this could be due to self-censorship on the part of the librarians 
working in these regions. Ritchie (2001) performed a study about the collection of LGBT 
[sic] adult non-fiction in Illinois public libraries. Boulé (2005) examined Spanish 
nonfiction in a public library. Adkins, Esser, Velasquez and Hill (2008) looked at how 
American public libraries collect romance novels. The list of these examples could 
continue.  
Likewise, many studies have been done that look at collection development 
policies in academic libraries. One interesting approach to this type of study was taken by 
Corrigan (2005) who compared and contrasted different collection policies in academic 
libraries from the past versus those posted on the web today. The results from the study 
implied that policies may need to be constructed differently today with a more narrative 
approach if they are being made available online. Restated, Corrigan does not argue for 
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or against a policy in general but that, if it is to be web-based, the criteria for creating the 
policy may need to change. This is relevant because it is important for collection 
development policies to be available online to the public, at least in the public library 
sphere, since taxpayer money helps support collections. Yet, if a policy is not written in a 
manner useful to the public then it is unlikely to be published online or, if it is, the 
community may not find it informative. Corrigan suggests a narrative model as opposed 
to a conspectus model or combination of narrative and conspectus for writing policy that 
will be appropriate for public utility. 
Related to that study is one directed by Straw (2003) who surveyed the web pages 
of 124 libraries that were members of the Association of Research Libraries (ARL), 
searching for collection development policies or statements. Straw found that 30% of the 
sites had links to comprehensive collection policies and 21% had a non-comprehensive 
statement. 
Another academic study conducted by Pickett, Stephens, Kimball, Ramirez, 
Thorton and Burford (2011) was a case study documenting Texas A&M University 
Libraries “resurrecting” their collection development policy. In doing so, they found that 
the process of creating a written collection development policy compelled them to assess 
the current state of collection development, plan for the future and detect areas that 
needed attention. The authors use this case to argue for creating and maintaining written 
collection development policies in academic libraries. Similarly, Spohrer (2003) argues 
for the University of California at Berkeley to update its Collection Development Policy 
Statement to reflect the drastic changes that have occurred since it was formulated in 
1980. 
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There have been some studies done that examine policies in public libraries in 
other countries but not specific to public libraries in the United States. Osborne and 
Gorman (2006) looked at policies in New Zealand public libraries while Nzotta (1985) 
examined collection development procedures in Nigerian public libraries but did not 
write about policy construction. Nassimbeni (1995) examined collection development in 
public libraries in South Africa but primarily focused on language policies.  
Additionally, Bartle and Brawn (1983) wrote about creating book selection 
policies for public libraries with Australia in mind. Their findings could be applied to 
public libraries in the United States. They found that it was difficult to construct a policy 
that would represent the community, fulfill library needs and adhere to budget 
constraints. It is the classic problem of collection development policymaking; if it is too 
long and cumbersome, it may not be useful and be prone to a lack of updates, but if it is 
much shorter then it may not address all of the aspects necessary to create a well-
rounded, appropriate collection for the community. 
The researcher was only able to find two previous articles about collection 
development policies in public libraries in the United States. In general, policies are less 
studied than practice; previous research suggests policies are even less studied in the 
specific context of a public library (although more widespread for academic libraries). 
Jacob (1990) told her story of writing a collection development plan for the Skokie Public 
Library. When she tackled this issue, there was only a three-page materials selection 
policy that was 25 years old. She completed research on policies that had been written by 
other libraries and also gave three questionnaires to her librarians to help her come up 
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with a policy. She ended up with a 115-page plan that she felt helped her library collect 
better.  
In 1980, the American Library Association (ALA) published A Planning Process 
for Public Libraries, a tool to help public librarians in community-based comprehensive 
planning. The tool was revised in 1987. In 1991, Stephens studied the use of this plan in 
255 libraries during the year 1991 (Stephens, 1998). The librarians used the planning 
process to create and revise their collection development policies and practices. Stephens 
found that, “It was very apparent from the comments that in many of the libraries 
development and revision of policies had led to specific changes in collection 
development procedures and practices” (Stephens, 1998, p. 19). In other words, a second 
look at policy led to change in practice.  
Most of the relevant literature that the researcher found was about collection 
development policies themselves, out of context from a setting. Many of these argued 
why or why not a policy is useful or necessary and described what they should include. 
R.E. Evans (1985) gave a general overview on how to construct a collection development 
policy, including potential pitfalls and problems such as whether to create a form that can 
be adaptable or to include a wealth of detail. As previously mentioned, this is often the 
struggle. How much information is too much and how much is enough? What 
information is absolutely necessary and what may not be as important as it seemed at first 
glance?  
Bostic (1988) created a list of reasons why a library would want and need a 
collection development policy; essentially it is necessary to maintain efficiency in all 
sections of the library and keep up with changing times. She writes, “Written collection 
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policies are fundamentally important to the rational and efficient development of library 
resources…” (Bostic, 1988, p. 102). In contrast, Hazen (1995) stressed that traditional 
collection development policies are not useful because they are not flexible enough and 
are often created in response to budget needs. He suggested that libraries should move to 
more flexible documentation such as, “Discipline-specific resource maps, en-compassing 
the full range of information resources appropriate to each field…” (Hazen, 1995, p. 30). 
Snow (1996) reiterated this sentiment. One reason he gave for why libraries had not 
maintained written policies was because what was supposed to be included had not been 
clearly defined. Another was that a written policy requires libraries to evaluate their 
collections, something that is very confusing and time consuming. Vickery (2004) argued 
that the problem with policies is that they are often stagnant and only written because of 
budgetary questions. He reviewed the arguments for writing the policies and examined 
various practical and theoretical drawbacks. He concluded that a policy could be useful 
but needs to be more flexible.  
Douglas (2011) performed a case study of a library that updated its 10 year-old 
policy in order to reflect current practice, keeping in mind the necessity of flexibility so 
that it could be adapted to changes in publishing tends, budgeting and patrons’ 
information needs. The new policy proved useful, and the most significant benefit was 
the process itself because it forced them to reflect on their patrons’ information needs. 
Similarly, Cabonero and Mayrena (2012) performed a study with an extensive 
questionnaire to determine how they should formulate their collection development 
policy. 
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Overall the previous research on collection development policies suggests that 
these policies are typically very useful to libraries when written well but are often left 
outdated or written with a heavy, inflexible hand. However, if constructed mindfully and 
updated regularly, libraries found them to be useful in keeping their collections in line 
with community needs, the very process of creating a policy often reminding them to 
look at how they are collecting with an eye toward their patron base. Most opponents of 
collection development policies did not seem to be opposing the idea of the policy but 
how it had been put into practice. 
As detailed above, most of the previous research performed in this area has 
examined how a specific type of item is collected in a library or why collection 
development policies are useful (or not) and how they should be constructed. Many of 
these studies have not focused on the specific setting of the public library. Little is known 
about the state of collection development policies in public libraries. The present study 
looks to begin to fill the gap by examining collection development policies in public 
libraries in North Carolina. 
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RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS 
 
Given Creswell’s (2013) definition, this is a qualitative study that was done by 
performing a documentation review and content analysis of the collection development 
policies of public libraries in North Carolina. The population is all of the public libraries 
in North Carolina. Policies were obtained through online searches, email inquiries and 
phone inquiries. According to McNamara’s (1998) definitions, a documentation review is 
performed when the researcher wants an “impression of how the program operates 
without interrupting the program.” The content analysis in this documentation review 
involved looking for a list of aspects in each policy as well as any aspect not included in 
the checklist. The list of aspects is available in Appendix C and was compiled from 
Johnson’s (2009) textbook, Fundamentals of Collection Development and Management, 
Evans and Saponaro’s (2012) textbook, Collection Management Basics and the 
International Federation of Library Associations and Institution’s (IFLA’s) (2001) 
“Guidelines for a Collection Development Policy Using the Conspectus Model.” 
Between these three resources, the researcher was able to compile a comprehensive list of 
possible aspects that could be useful to include in a collection development policy. 
This design and these methods are appropriate because few research studies have 
been conducted on the collection development policies alone. The researcher hopes to 
show the current state of collection development policies in North Carolina. 
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ADVANTAGES AND LIMITATIONS 
 
The advantages of this type of study are primarily related to ease of access. A 
document is a concrete item able to be objectively analyzed and compared to documents 
of a similar nature. Additionally, it was relatively simple to retrieve a usable amount of 
the policies to analyze since many are available on the web, and the policies are public 
information since the institutions are publicly funded. Finally, there is a substantial body 
of literature about what collection development policies should contain, so analyzing the 
policies against a list of aspects gleaned from that literature is valid and straight forward. 
Unfortunately, all of the policies were not in a standard format, so actually analyzing the 
policies against a list was difficult. They had to be combed carefully to be sure all of the 
aspects were accurately counted. 
The primary disadvantage of this type of data collection and analysis is that many 
libraries do not have a collection development policy that is reflective of the way that 
they currently collect, and some libraries do not have a policy at all, yet still collect 
materials. This means that any trends determined from the policies are not reflective of 
practice. The results only reflect the current state of collection development policies in 
public libraries in North Carolina, not the current state of collection development 
practice. Therefore when discussing how, for example, the policies of the regions differ, 
it is important to avoid conflating those differences with how they practice collection 
12 
 
development. The researcher did not examine the content of the collections, only of the 
policies. 
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DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
In order to gather the collection development policies used for the study, first the 
researcher examined the websites for all of the public libraries in North Carolina, 
including municipal ones. The search was performed first by using Google to search for 
the 100 counties (Example: Alamance County NC public library), hoping to find a 
website in that manner. In a few instances, the researcher was aware that there were 
municipal libraries, and every attempt was made to include their policies as well so that 
they could serve as a reflection of the county in which they are located. The list of county 
and municipal library websites that the researcher collected was double checked against 
two master lists of the public libraries in North Carolina, including a directory compiled 
by the State Library of North Carolina (State Library of North Carolina, 2012 and 
Publiclibraries.com, 2013) to be sure that all eligible libraries in the population were 
contacted. See Appendix A for a map depicting which counties are in which region in 
North Carolina and Appendix B for a list of counties and municipalities contacted. 
Assuming that the regional systems have only one policy for the multiple counties 
they cover and the municipal libraries have a separate policy from the county and/or 
regional systems in which they geographically exist, there were 82 possible policies to 
acquire. Once all of the library websites were located, they were searched in August and 
September of 2013 for the collection development policy on the site by looking through 
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the menus and searching the website if possible. Usually it was either easy to find or 
clearly not on the website. 33% (27) of the possible 82 policies were found via this 
method. Overall, the researcher was able to collect 66 of the possible policies (80%). 
Once the researcher contacted librarians for the systems, she was informed that there 
were some on library websites that she had missed. It was revealed that 45% (30) of the 
66 policies are available on the library system’s websites. The rest of the policies (55% or 
66) were either emailed or mailed to the researcher. 
After this initial sweep, the remaining libraries were contacted at the end of 
September 2013 via email if a contact was available. Ten business days were allowed for 
a response to the first email. At that point in the beginning to middle of October, a 
follow-up email was sent to those libraries that had not yet responded. Ten more business 
days were given for a response. At this juncture, 59% (48) of the policies had been 
collected.  
Next the researcher attempted to call the remaining libraries at the beginning of 
November to secure a copy of their policies. After these efforts. 66 policies were acquired 
of the 82 possible for a total of 80%. Broken down into the regions of North Carolina, 
95% of the Western policies were collected (19 of 20), 79% of the Piedmont policies 
were collected (27 of 34) and 73% of the Eastern policies were collected (22 of 30). For 
these figures, two of the regional policies were counted twice because the systems 
included counties in multiple regions. Four (5%) library systems informed the researcher 
that they did not have a collection development policy. 12 (15%) systems did not respond 
to the two emails and two phone calls nor could a policy be located on their websites. In a 
few of these cases, the researcher did get in touch with someone willing to assist but still 
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never received a copy of the policy. It is important to remember that many of these 
library systems are quite small and rural, often run by only a few people, which could 
have impeded the acquirement of a policy. 
As previously noted, 30 of the policies collected were available online. This is 
37% of the total possible policies and 45% of the policies collected. Another three (5% of 
the policies collected), were mailed to the researcher in hard copy and the remaining 33 
(50% of the policies collected) were emailed to the researcher as pdfs or Word 
documents, sometimes scanned from physical documents. 
After the policies were gathered, each one was checked against a list of aspects 
common to collection development policies. The list is replicated below; please consult 
Appendix C for a definition of the aspects.  
1. Published or Last Updated Date  
2. Introduction/Overview 
3. Community Description 
4. Library Mission Statement 
5. Intellectual Freedom/Censorship Statement 
6. Mention of the ALA’s Library Bill of Rights or Freedom to Read Statement 
7. General Statement of Selection 
8. Criteria and/or Selection Tools 
9. Selection in Specific Subject Areas, Specific Parts of the Collection and/or 
Formats 
10. Access 
11. Statement of Responsibility 
12. Funding 
13. Gifts and Donations 
14. Weeding and Withdrawal 
15. Preservation 
16. Suggestions 
17. Requests for Reconsideration 
18. Appendices 
 
The researcher examined each policy to determine if the aspects existed in the policy 
as defined. If an aspect existed under a different heading or without any heading, it was 
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still counted as existing. For example, many of the policies contained a section on 
weeding and withdrawal, but it was often titled “Collection Maintenance.” In this case, 
the policy was still counted as containing that section even though it was titled something 
different from what was noted in the aspect list. After this analysis, comprehensive 
results were compiled. 
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RESULTS 
The results were compiled as described and are pictured at-a-glance in the chart 
below (Table I. Results At-a-Glance).  
Table I. Results At-a-Glance. “Yes” = policy contained, “No” = policy did not contain 
Aspect Yes No  Aspect Yes No 
Introduction/Overview 44% (29) 56% (37)  Statement of 
Responsibility 
83% (55) 17% (11) 
Community 
Description 
14% (9) 86% (57)  Funding 6% (4) 94% (62) 
Library Mission 
Statement 
68% (45) 32% (21)  Gifts and Donations 83% (55) 17% (11) 
Intellectual 
Freedom/Censorship 
Statement 
70% (46) 30% (20)  Weeding and 
Withdrawal 
80% (53) 20% (13) 
Mention of ALA’s 
Statements 
85% (56) 15% (10)  Preservation 0% (0) 100% 
(66) 
General Statement of 
Selection 
83% (55) 17% (11)  Suggestions 32% (21) 68% (45) 
Criteria and/or 
Selection Tools 
79% (52) 21% (14)  Requests for 
Reconsideration 
73% (48) 27% (18) 
Specific Selection 56% (37) 44% (29)  Appendices 30% (20) 70% (46) 
Access 12% (8) 88% (58)  Other 53% (35) 47% (31) 
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The Published or Last Updated Date was defined as a date that indicated when the 
policy was published or last revised. In most cases, this date was included in the 
document. In others, the researcher asked the contacts about the date. 17% (11) of the 
policies remained undated; either the researcher never received a response from the 
contact or the contact did not know when it was published or last updated. 41% (27) of 
the policies were dated between 2010 and 2013. 23% (15) of the policies were dated 
between 2006 and 2009. 6% (4) of the policies were dated between 2002 and 2005. 14% 
(9) were dated 2001 or older. The oldest policy was last revised in 1986, but this was not 
an outlier; there was also a policy last revised in 1987 and one last revised in 1988. The 
equal ranges end here because the emphasis is on the fact that 14% of the policies were 
12 years or older. See the chart below (Chart I. Policies by Published or Last Updated 
Date) for a visual representation of this data. 
Chart I. Policies by Published or Last Updated Date 
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The Introduction/Overview section was defined as a section explaining the 
purpose of the collection development policy. 44% of the policies (29) contained this 
section whereas 56% (37) did not. The most common (69%) alternate title for this section 
was Purpose. The Community Description section was defined as a section describing the 
community that the library system is attempting to serve through its collections. 14% (9) 
of the policies contained this section and 86% (57) of the policies did not. 
The Library Mission Statement was defined as a section containing the mission 
statement for the library. 68% (45) of the policies contained this section where as 32% 
(21) did not. The Intellectual Freedom/Censorship Statement was defined as a section 
explaining the library system’s stance on intellectual freedom and/or censorship and how 
it handles these issues when selecting for the collection. 70% (46) of the policies 
contained this section whereas 30% (20) did not. The next aspect examined was whether 
or not the policy mentioned either the American Library Association’s (ALA) Library 
Bill of Rights or Freedom to Read Statement. To qualify, the policy did not have to detail 
either of these documents but only mention that it endorses one or both of those 
documents. 85% (56) of the policies endorsed these ALA documents whereas 15% (10) 
did not mention them.  
The General Statement of Selection section was defined as a section that gives an 
overview of how materials are selected in general. 83% (55) of the policies contained this 
section and 17% (11) did not. The Criteria and/or Selection Tools section was defined as 
a list of criteria used in assessing individual materials for the collection and/or a list of 
selection tools used to choose resources. 79% (52) contained a list as described whereas 
21% (14) did not. Finally, the Selection in Specific Subject Areas, Specific Parts of the 
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Collection and/or Formats section was defined as a section detailing how the library 
collects in specific subject areas, for specific parts of the collection (children’s versus 
adult, for example) and in different formats. 56% (37) of the policies contained this 
section whereas 44% (29) did not. The sections varied widely with some policies listing 
multiple subjects in non-fiction and how each is selected and other policies simply noting 
how adult materials are selected versus children’s materials. 
The Access section was defined as a statement about how access to the materials 
will be granted and/or possibly restricted as the case may be. This statement normally 
says something about placing the materials on shelves in a neutral manner so that every 
patron may access them. 12% (8) of the policies contained this section and 88% (58) did 
not. The Statement of Responsibility section was defined as a section explaining who is 
responsible for collecting materials, meaning either a job title or a specific person or both. 
83% (55) of the policies contained this section and 17% (11) did not. 
The Funding section was defined as a section briefly describing where the library 
receives its funds, how much is allocated to collection development and the general 
guidelines selectors use regarding cost of items. 6% (4) of the policies contained a section 
with this information and 94% (62) did not. The Gifts and Donations section was defined 
as a section describing how gifts and donations are handled in developing the collection. 
83% (55) of the policies contained this section and 17% (11) did not.  
The Weeding and Withdrawal section was defined as a section explaining how 
weeding is performed including how often and what determines withdrawal. 80% (53) of 
the policies contained this section and 20% (13) did not. 45% (24) of those sections were 
actually titled either “Collection Maintenance” or “Maintaining the Collection.” If this 
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study is replicated, that title should be included in the checklist. The Preservation section 
was defined as a section explaining the preservation efforts the library system makes and 
how that affects collection development. None of the policies contained a section like 
this. 
The Suggestions section was defined as a section explaining how a patron can 
suggest items to be added to the collection and how suggestions are handled. 32% (21) of 
the policies contained this section and 68% (45) did not. The Requests for 
Reconsideration section was defined as a section explaining how a patron can request an 
item existing in the collection to be reconsidered to be removed and how those requests 
are handled. 73% (48) of the policies contained this section and 27% (18) did not. 54% 
(26) of those policies that did include this section also included a form patrons could use 
to make this request. 
Appendices were defined as sections with additional information such as forms or 
references to local statutes. 30% (20) of the policies contained appendices and 70% (46) 
did not. Of the policies that contained appendices, 75% (15) contained either the Library 
Bill of Rights or the Freedom to Read Statement or both as an appendix.  
The researcher also made note of aspects in the policies that were not in the list. 
53% (35) of the policies contained sections the researcher had not included in the 
checklist and 47% (31) did not. However, there was not much consistency in what these 
sections were. Some contained other sections because the policies were not truly 
collection development policies but general service policies that included collection 
development information. Other sections that were in the policies but not on the checklist 
included sections on Local History and Special Collections, Materials Not Purchased, 
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Resource Sharing, ILL Procedures, Review and Revision of the Policy and Relationships 
to Other Libraries and Agencies. Some policies included items more related to 
acquisitions such as Standing Orders and Automatic Purchases and recommended 
percentages of how to develop specific parts of the collections. One policy included a list 
of classic novelists. 
77% (51) of the policies collected contained half or more than half of the aspects 
whereas 23% (15) contained less than half. For this calculation, the date, appendices and 
other aspects were excluded so a policy had to contain at least eight of the remaining 
sixteen. 
As previously noted, the checklist was compiled from a variety of authoritative 
sources on what a collection development policy should contain. However, whether or 
not a policy contained a section did not necessarily reflect the value or usefulness of the 
policy. This will be discussed further in the discussion and conclusion sections. 
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DISCUSSION 
The findings from this study reveal many facts about the state of collection 
development policies in the public libraries in North Carolina. It was unfortunate that 
only 45% of the policies gathered were found via the web. This was a total of 30 policies. 
If only 30 of the population of 82 are available online, that is only 37%. It is of the 
utmost importance to have a policy like this available online for several reasons. One is 
that it makes a public document available to more of the patron base. Another is that 
patrons are more likely to see the policy if it is available online and especially if it is 
linked to on the same part of the website as other policies such as those about Internet 
use. A patron may not search the library website for this type of policy nor ask for it at 
the circulation desk, but they have more of an opportunity to see it if it is online.  
Third, having it online encourages the library to keep it updated. If it is only a file 
on an internal server or a printed out document in a rarely opened binder, librarians are 
less likely to think about a collection development policy and whether or not it should be 
revised. But if it is on the web where everyone can access it, it is more likely that 
librarians will keep it updated. Finally, and perhaps most important, a collection 
development policy is often the first line of defense when the collection is challenged. 
Therefore, it is important to have it published online so that it can be easily referred to 
when patrons call into question the selection of materials. 
None of the policies contained all of the aspects in the list, although the majority 
contained at least half of the aspects. This finding may not be as significant as it seems, 
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however, since some of the aspects carry more weight than others. For example, a 
community description takes more research and requires more revising than a standard 
library mission statement that changes infrequently; yet many more policies had a library 
mission statement than had a community description. So the fact that 77% of the policies 
had at least half of the aspects in the list does not lead to the conclusion that most of the 
policies were effectively comprehensive. 
One area where the policies were particularly lacking was in containing a 
community description. Collection development procedures are meant to address a 
variety of needs as detailed by Evans and Saponaro (2012). Those needs are normative 
needs, felt needs, expressed needs and comparative needs. Librarians want to include 
normative needs – those based on expert opinion – by using professional selection tools 
but also felt needs, those that come from the community. Librarians also seek to include 
expressed needs, those that reflect behavior through circulation statistics or other data, 
and comparative needs; how do libraries that serve similar populations collect? In order 
to address at least two of the needs – felt and comparative – there must be an 
understanding of what the community expects and desires from the library.  
Without the inclusion of a community description in the collection development 
policy, how can a library be sure that the materials they select are serving their 
population? Yet only 14% (9) of the policies examined contained something like this. It 
could be argued that this data is available elsewhere or in a different policy for the 
library, but it seems like one of the most relevant places for it to exist is in the collection 
development policy. This is especially crucial for new librarians coming to a library who 
are most likely from other areas, if not in the county, at least in the state. Evans and 
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Sapanaro note, “One of the major functions of the document is to orient new selectors, in 
that library, to how CM is handled and the goals of the work at a given library,” (2012, 
p.71). New librarians are unlikely to know about the makeup of the community they are 
now serving, so it would be useful to them to have this description. 
 Another interesting finding was that while 73% of the policies contained 
information about how patrons could request reconsideration for items, only 32% 
explained how patrons could suggest items for purchase. This is most likely because 
libraries feel a need to protect themselves from book bans or censorship. Policies like 
collection development policies often serve as a way to support libraries in times of need. 
Johnson states, “Collection development policy statements protect the library against 
external pressures…When the library is challenged, librarians are prepared to respond. 
They have, in effect, rehearsed their response by writing the policy” (2009, p.75). If 
patrons want to know why something exists in their library but something else does not, 
librarians can turn to this policy as a form of explanation. When it comes to suggestions, 
that information is probably relayed more through the circulation desk than via a policy, 
but it is necessary for the policy to contain information about reconsideration as a form of 
defense. That way if a patron does have an issue with an item, there is already a clear 
method in place for them to follow without causing undue angst for the library and its 
staff. This is most likely why a request for reconsideration section was one of the most 
found in the collection development policies that were examined.  
A positive result was that 70% of the policies contained statements about 
intellectual freedom and censorship and 85% endorsed either one or both of the ALA’s 
Library Bill of Rights and Freedom to Read Statement. Much like the request for 
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reconsideration statement, these sections seem most useful in providing the library 
protection when patrons question the contents of the collection. 
 Most interesting was that there were not very many policies that were very old. 
When the researcher emailed and/or called libraries requesting the policy, many indicated 
that the existing policy was quite outdated and either it was in the process of being 
revised or the researcher had alerted them through her inquiry that it needed to be revised. 
However, through the analysis, it was found that 41% of the policies had been published 
or revised within the last three years. This is not quite half, of course, but given that 17% 
were left undated, it does serve as the majority for this analysis. 23% had been published 
or revised between four and seven years ago, which is still not very old as far as policy 
concerned. After all, a policy, like one for collection development, only needs to be 
revised when a community changes and/or the library begins collecting differently. Evans 
and Sapanoro note that a policy is likely to be older because it “is a guide to thinking, it is 
not a set of rules or regulations (must dos)…Thus, once you have assimilated the 
information in the document, you probably will rarely consult it again” (2012, p.71). 6% 
of the policies were between eight and eleven years old, and 14% were dated as 2001 or 
older, meaning they had been last published or revised 12 or more years ago. Of course, 
that still leaves about 20% that are rather old and 17% undated. But, overall, it would 
appear the North Carolina’s public libraries are attempting to maintain current collection 
development policies. 
 It was curious that only 6% of the policies contained funding information. After 
all, the public library receives much of its funding from taxes, so it would seem prudent 
to include funding information. As tax-paying citizens patrons would be interested to 
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know what portion of the library’s funding goes to collections and how that money is 
spent. Again, because funding is a bigger issue for a library than just collections (and, in 
fact, as budgets are cut, collections receive less and less), perhaps this information is 
provided elsewhere, but it seems wise to include it here as well. A book or a movie is a 
physical item that a citizen can touch and hold. Even though much of library funding 
goes toward staffing, programming and services rather than collections, a patron is more 
likely to see the tangible value in a part of the collection. Therefore, it would be useful to 
include in a collection development policy how funding is being used to support the 
purchase of materials. Again, this can be used as defense when something is challenged 
and to deflect accusations of bias. For example, if the policy shows that there are 
comparative percentages of the collection budget going to different subject areas, a 
patron has less of a stance to object.  
 This analysis did call into question the necessity of some aspects of collection 
development policies. Even given the three resources consulted as noted in the Research 
Design & Methods section, this researcher did not include everything possible in a policy 
in the final aspects list. Some items not examined that Johnson (2009) notes were 
government publications, resources sharing, services, copyright, acquisitions and policy 
revision. Some of the examined policies did contain some of these aspects whereas none 
contained one of the aspects that the researcher did look for, preservation. Future studies 
that follow this design may need to revise the aspects list to exclude preservation and 
include some of the above mentioned items such as resources sharing and policy revision. 
 Additionally, noting that only 77% contained half of the aspects (and some of 
those contained some of the less substantial sections), it is relevant to ask if there is a 
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standard list of necessary attributes for collection development policies that libraries 
could follow? Johnson notes that, “Developing and maintaining a policy with so many 
sections can be daunting and result in either the absence of a policy or failure to use or 
revise it as needed. Most libraries focus on those areas that best speak to their own 
priorities and issues” (2009, p.78). Her statement is valid, but it still seems like a sort of 
minimum standards could be set for policy creation. It is unlikely that a policy with only 
a general statement of selection and a list of criteria used is all that a particular library 
needs; one of the policies examined for this study contained only those two sections. 
Surely that library system needs at least a statement about intellectual freedom and 
something about requests for reconsideration, if only for some protection against 
challenges. This is not to argue that all of the examined policies needed all sixteen 
aspects to be considered comprehensive, but it is an argument that a minimum standard 
could be created for the construction of collection development policies in public libraries 
in North Carolina.  
 To contrast this, there were certainly some policies that contained too many 
sections and too much information, often repeating items that had already been said and 
leaving out something that could have been more useful in its place. One policy had a 
section called “Core Values” as well as a section called “Goals and Objectives” but 
lacked a community description and information about funding. Those sections could 
have been combined into one and the freed space used to detail something more 
pertinent. As noted above, if a policy becomes too long or unwieldy, it is likely to go 
without consultation or revision in practice. In fact, this is the issue that many collection 
development policy opponents in the literature had; it was not that they did not see the 
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value in a well-constructed policy but that, in practice, many policies were not well 
written or appropriate for the libraries for which they were constructed. 
 Unfortunately, the policies for the public libraries in North Carolina reflect this. 
Most contained either too much or too little information and, often, the most useful 
information was not included. Only 44% explained why the policy existed and for what 
purpose it should be used. Only 14% contained a community description. Only 6% 
included funding information. It seems that the policies could be better constructed if 
there was a standard set forth with the minimum information that a collection 
development policy should contain. 
The American Library Association published a guide called the “Guide to written 
collection policy statements” in 1996, which appears to be the primary, professionally 
sanctioned document for writing these policies, although, of course, there are many other 
guides and recommendations in existence. The researcher used three more current 
resources to construct the list of aspects to check the policies against, although two of 
these resources were books about collection development in general, not just about 
writing policies. The document from IFLA (2001) is about writing a policy according to 
the conspectus model, whereas the ALA document presents not only the conspectus 
model but also the narrative model and a model that combines the two. Corrigan (2005) 
uses the ALA document as a basis for recommending the narrative model when 
publishing a policy online. This publication does set forth a list of suggested aspects that 
a policy should contain and could serve as a minimum standard. However, there are two 
issues with it. 
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 First, at the time of this writing, it is 18 years out of date, so a revision would be 
useful in light of the growth of the Internet and online tools and the growth of libraries in 
general. Corrigan (2005) recommends a narrative model when writing a document meant 
for online publication so, at the very least, that information would be useful to librarians 
in a revision. Second, the researcher had trouble finding a copy of this document readily 
available. The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill holds a hard copy, but there 
did not appear to be a digital copy available anywhere. Sources checked included UNC-
Chapel Hill, the ALA website, the state library website for North Carolina and Google 
Books. The state library website does not seem to mention it at all based on a search of 
the site, whereas it is cited on the ALA website and Google Books. So there is a 
document that could perhaps be useful to librarians when writing these policies, 
especially if it were revised, but it is not easily accessible nor referred to via their state 
library’s website. Most likely this document was not consulted for many of the policies 
examined.  
 The call for a minimum standard for writing a collection development policy 
assumes that a policy is necessary and useful, which was debated within the literature. 
Some authors felt that this was an archaic practice to be laid by the wayside while there 
were those who thought the policies to be useful. Interestingly, in the case studies where 
collection development policies were revised (see Jacob (1990), Stephens (1998), Pickett, 
Stephens, Kimball, Ramirez, Thorton and Burford (2011), and Douglas (2011)), it was 
found that the new policy was proving useful to the libraries but, more importantly, 
merely the process of revising the old policy was useful to better serve communities. It 
obliged librarians to take a closer look at the relationship between their constituents and 
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their collections. Even in some of the most negative of the articles against policies (see 
Hazen (1995), Snow (1996) and Vickery (2004)), the authors were arguing against 
policies as they had been put into practice. They felt that existing collection development 
policies were too often left outdated or were too long to be useful. This is not so much a 
problem with having a policy as it is a problem with having a poorly constructed policy. 
As Johnson (2009) notes, a well-constructed policy is not difficult to regularly consult 
and revise as needed. 
 Evans and Sapanaro list many uses for a collection development policy such as 
“Informing everyone of collecting priorities” and “Reducing the influence of a single 
selector and personal biases” (2012, p.71). Johnson uses a heavier hand and states that, 
“Libraries without collection development policies are like business without business 
plans. Without a plan, an owner and his employees lack a clear understanding of what the 
business is doing now and what it will do in the future…” (2009, p.72). These arguments 
are convincing, especially since even detractors of policies are more against how they 
have been written in the past than their continued and improved existence in the future. 
The question is, what guidelines can be set for policy construction that will be the most 
useful to the most libraries and how can that be implemented? The current state of 
collection development policies in public libraries North Carolina shows that policies 
have been continued to be written without a standard. The balance between too much and 
too little has not been found.  
 One final point still needs to be discussed, which is that much of this information 
may be included in other policies and/or internal documents, especially items like 
funding. It is safe to assume that all of these libraries have some sort of document that 
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describes their budget, yet only 6% included funding information within the collection 
development policy. While the researcher has already argued for the inclusion of funding 
information in the collection development policy, it is understood that since a new budget 
is created each year, this may not be possible, even in a general sense (i.e. a ball park 
percentage of how much goes toward materials). This furthers the argument for 
publishing such policies online. If a collection development policy were published online 
then a copy of the budget could be linked to from the policy, avoiding redundancy but 
increasing the comprehensiveness of the document. It creates less work for staff by not 
having to write and constantly update a section about funding in the policy but provides 
more information that is relevant to the patron in a location easily accessible.  
 Though funding was used as the example, this could be useful for many of the 
missing aspects, such as community description. Again, the library system probably has 
demographic information located in a document somewhere, so including in the 
collection development policy may seem redundant. But if the policy is online, this 
information can be easily linked to, such as through the Census website or a state 
government website. This eliminates the problem of having to continuously update it in a 
static document as well as the problem of duplicating information in multiple policies. It 
also eliminates the problem of not providing this important information to patrons and 
new staff. Publishing the document online could actually help in solving the problem of 
not having well-constructed policies in addition to creating a minimum standard. 
Corrigan’s (2005) suggestion of the narrative model could be used for this purpose to 
design an appropriate online document from the internal documents many libraries are 
using now. 
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CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH  
 
 The analysis of the current state of collection development policies for public 
libraries in North Carolina provides a compelling case study to argue for a minimum set 
of standards in creating these policies. It also shows that publishing them online could be 
part of the solution in order to reduce redundancies and staff time spent on the policy, yet 
increase the comprehensiveness of the policies for patrons. While most of the policies 
were not too far out of date, many of them were missing some components that the 
literature suggest are key such as information about the communities being served and 
how funding is used in building collections. Some policies contained too much 
information, often including that which was unnecessary and leaving out more pertinent 
facts. Others were far too short, giving only a paragraph or two to describe materials 
selection.  
The evidence is compelling that a written collection development policy, if well-
constructed, can be a useful tool to librarians to help build and sustain quality collections 
for their patron base. Additionally, publishing the policies online could be part of the 
solution to creating better policies since it reduces duplication of information and 
provides better access for patrons to the policy. The question then becomes what are the 
minimum standards for such a policy and how can those be implemented? This is a 
question for future research. Additionally, this study should be replicated by those in 
other states to ascertain if the same sorts of issues exist. Some positive trends emerged in 
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the collection development policies for public libraries in North Carolina, but other areas 
needed improvement and, overall, it was made clear that there is not an existing standard 
in use for construction of these policies. 
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APPENDIX A – MAP OF COUNTIES AND REGIONS IN NORTH 
CAROLINA 
 
 
 
 
 
Image located here: http://www2.lib.unc.edu/dc/ncmaps/browse_location.html 
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APPENDIX B – LIST OF LIBRARIES CONSULTED 
County Municipal Libraries 
Regional 
Group 
Region in 
NC 
Alamance None None Piedmont 
Alexander None None Western 
Alleghany None 
Northwestern 
Regional Western 
Anson None 
Sandhill 
Regional Piedmont 
Ashe None 
Appalachian 
Regional Western 
Avery None 
AMY 
Regional Western 
Beaufort 1 
BHM 
Regional Eastern 
 
Also served by the George 
H. and Laura E. Brown 
Library (City of Hickory) None Eastern 
Bertie None 
Albemarle 
Regional Eastern 
Bladen None None Eastern 
Brunswick None None Eastern 
Buncombe None None Western 
Burke None None Western 
Cabarrus None None Piedmont 
Caldwell None None Western 
Camden None 
East 
Albemarle 
Regional 
(EARL) Eastern 
Carteret None 
Craven-
Pamlico-
Carteret 
Regional Eastern 
Caswell None None Piedmont 
Catawba 1 None Western 
 
Also served by Hickory 
Public Library (City of 
Hickory) None Western 
Chatham None None Piedmont 
Cherokee None 
Nantahala 
Regional Western 
Chowan None 
Pettigrew 
Regional Eastern 
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County Municipal Libraries Regional 
Group 
Region in 
NC 
Clay None 
Nantahala 
Regional Western 
Cleveland 1 None Western 
 
Also served by Mauney 
Memorial Library (City of 
Kings Mountain) None Western 
Columbus None None Eastern 
Craven None 
Craven-
Pamlico-
Carteret 
Regional Eastern 
Cumberland None None Eastern 
Currituck None 
East 
Albemarle 
Regional 
(EARL) Eastern 
Dare None 
East 
Albemarle 
Regional 
(EARL) Eastern 
Davidson None None Piedmont 
Davie None None Piedmont 
Duplin None None Eastern 
Durham None None Piedmont 
Edgecombe None None Eastern 
Forsyth None None Piedmont 
Franklin None None Piedmont 
Gaston None None Piedmont 
Gates None Albemarle 
Regional 
Eastern 
Graham None Nantahala 
Regional 
Western 
Granville None None Piedmont 
Greene None Neuse 
Regional 
Eastern 
Guilford NO COUNTY LIBRARY – 
4 Municipalities 
None Piedmont 
 Served partially by the 
Greensboro Public Library 
None Piedmont 
 Served partially by the High 
Point Public Library 
None Piedmont 
 Served partially by the 
Jamestown Public Library 
None Piedmont 
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County Municipal Libraries Regional 
Group 
Region in 
NC 
 Served partially by the 
Gibsonville Public Library 
None Piedmont 
Halifax 1 None Eastern 
 Also served by the Roanoke 
Rapids Public Library (City 
of Roanoke Rapids) 
None Eastern 
Harnett None None Eastern 
Haywood None None Western 
Henderson None None Western 
Hertford None Albemarle 
Regional 
Eastern 
Hoke None Sandhill 
Regional 
Eastern 
Hyde None BHM 
Regional 
Eastern 
Iredell 1 None Piedmont 
 
Also served by the 
Mooresville Public Library 
(Town of Mooresville) None Piedmont 
Jackson None 
Fontana 
Regional  Western 
Johnston None None Eastern 
Jones None 
Neuse 
Regional  Eastern 
Lee None None Piedmont 
Lenoir None 
Neuse 
Regional  Eastern 
Lincoln None None Piedmont 
McDowell None None Western 
Macon None 
Fontana 
Regional  Western 
Madison None None Western 
Martin None 
BHM 
Regional Eastern 
Mecklenberg None None Piedmont 
Mitchell None 
AMY 
Regional Western 
Montgomery None 
Sandhill 
Regional Piedmont 
Moore 1 
Sandhill 
Regional Piedmont 
 Also served by the Southern None Piedmont 
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Pines Public Library (Town 
of Southern Pines) 
County Municipal Libraries Regional 
Group 
Region in 
NC 
Nash  None Eastern 
 
Also seved by the Harold D. 
Cooley Library (Town of 
Nashville) None Eastern 
New Hanover None None Eastern 
Northhampton None 
Albemarle 
Regional Eastern 
Onslow None None Eastern 
Orange  None Piedmont 
 
Also served by the Chapel 
Hill Public Library (Town of 
Chapel Hill) None Piedmont 
Pamlico None 
Craven-
Pamlico-
Carteret 
Regional Eastern 
Pasquotank None 
East 
Albemarle 
Regional 
(EARL) Eastern 
Pender None None Eastern 
Perquimans None 
Pettigrew 
Regional Eastern 
Person None None Piedmont 
Pitt  None Eastern 
 
Also served by the Farmville 
Public Library (Town of 
Farmville) None Eastern 
Polk None 
CMC 
Consortium Western 
Randolph None None Piedmont 
Richmond None 
Sandhill 
Regional Piedmont 
Robeson None None Eastern 
Rockingham None None Piedmont 
Rowan None None Piedmont 
Rutherford None 
CMC 
Consortium Western 
Sampson None None Eastern 
Scotland None None Eastern 
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County Municipal Libraries Regional 
Group 
Region in 
NC 
Stanly None None Piedmont 
Stokes None 
Northwestern 
Regional Piedmont 
Surry None 
Northwestern 
Regional Piedmont 
Swain None 
Fontana 
Regional  Western 
Transylvania None None Western 
Tyrrell None 
Pettigrew 
Regional Eastern 
Union None None Piedmont 
Vance None None  Piedmont 
Wake None None Piedmont 
Warren None None Piedmont 
Washington None 
Pettigrew 
Regional Eastern 
Watauga None 
Appalachian 
Regional Western 
Wayne None None Eastern 
Wilkes None 
Appalachian 
Regional Western 
Wilson None None Eastern 
Yadkin None 
Northwestern 
Regional Piedmont 
Yancey None 
AMY 
Regional Western 
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APPENDIX C – CHARACTERISTICS OF POLICIES 
 
1. Published or Last Updated Date: A date indicated when the policy was published 
or last revised  
2. Introduction/Overview: A section explaining the purpose of the policy 
3. Community Description: A section describing the community that the library 
system is attempting to serve through its collections 
4. Library Mission Statement: A section with the mission statement for the library  
5. Intellectual Freedom/Censorship Statement: A section explaining the library 
system’s stance on intellectual freedom and/or censorship and how it handles 
these issues when selecting for the collection 
6. Mention of the ALA’s Library Bill of Rights or Freedom to Read Statement: A 
statement in the policy that endorses one or both of those documents. 
7. General Statement of Selection: A section that gives an overview of how 
materials are selected in general  
8. Criteria and/or Selection Tools: A list of criteria used in assessing individual 
materials for the collection and/or a list of selection tools used to choose resources 
9. Selection in Specific Subject Areas, Specific Parts of the Collection and/or 
Formats: A section detailing how the library collects in specific subject areas, for 
specific parts of the collection (children’s versus adult, for example) and in 
different formats 
10. Access: A statement about how access to the materials will be granted and/or 
possibly restricted as the case may be 
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11. Statement of Responsibility: A section explaining who is responsible for 
collecting (either a job title or specific person or both) 
12. Funding: A section briefly describing where the library receives its funds, how 
much is allocated to collection development and the general guidelines selectors 
use regarding cost of items 
13. Gifts and Donations: A section describing how gifts and donations are handled in 
developing the collection 
14. Weeding and Withdrawal: A section explaining how weeding is performed 
including how often and what determines withdrawal 
15. Preservation: A section explaining the preservation efforts the library system 
makes and how that affects collection development 
16. Suggestions: A section explaining how a patron can suggest items to be added to 
the collection and how suggestions are handled. The form or a link to it may also 
be included. 
17. Requests for Reconsideration: A section explaining how a patron can request an 
item existing in the collection to be reconsidered and how those requests are 
handled. A form or a link to it may also be included. 
18. Appendices: Sections with additional information such as forms or references to 
local statutes.   
